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Digital technologies are part of children’s everyday life and increasingly feature 
within academics’ research practice. The omnipresence of new technologies such as 
smartphones, tablet computers and digital cameras has altered how children engage 
with their physical and social surroundings and how researchers capture and give 
voice to children’s contemporary lived experiences. This selection of papers explores 
how digital technologies are transforming the research process and the theorisation 
of contemporary childhoods. The authors cover a range of perspectives and 
embrace diverse theoretical stances, but all have digitally mediated and embodied 
practices detailing children’s mundane space and place experiences at their heart.  
 
How technologies have changed children’s everyday lives and also modified 
researchers’ practices have tended to be presented as two separate strands of 
scholarly discussion, not only within Geography but across the social sciences. The 
emphasis placed on one strand or other varies between disciplines. In educational 
research, like geography, both debates are active, with the impact of technology in 
the acquisition of literacy and other skills developing alongside philosophical 
discussions on how technology influences the questions asked and modes of inquiry 
(Biesta, 2016, Loveless and Williamson, 2013, Selwyn, 2011). In Social Studies of 
Childhood/Youth Studies, theorising on identity and identity formation, and on and off 
line identities has received considerable research attention whereas an examination 
of digital methods is less pronounced; virtual worlds are often the backdrop for 
theoretical reflections rather than the starting point (Bond, 2014, Côté, 2014, Wyn 
and Cahill, 2015). Similarly, the emphasis in health studies lies in understanding the 
risks of digitalised childhoods or how new media can be utilised for better 
interventions (Landhuis et al., 2012, Strasburger et al., 2012, Tate et al., 2013). 
Where the strands come together, for example in studies investigating the use of 
gaming technologies to encourage children’s physical activity, the emphasis tends to 
be less on technology use in children’s everyday lives but rather on the potential to 
intervene and modify their daily routines (Barnett et al., 2013). 
 
In this commentary, we contend that there is a need to bring the theoretical and 
methodological strands closer together, exploring the use of such technologies to 
understand children’s everyday worlds theoretically and practically. Such an 
endeavour will force us to ask different research questions, to reflect on ethical and 
moral stances in a more nuanced light, to employ both on and offline methods in 
more creative ways and to push the boundaries of theorising children’s everyday 
activities in increasingly digitally- mediated childhoods. In this introductory essay, we 
elaborate on these views and introduce the papers that comprise the special section. 
 
Making sense of children’s digital worlds 
The impact of technology on children’s lives has been both cursed and praised. 
Being ‘plugged in’ is often discussed as a major threat to their health and wellbeing: 
reported increases of cyber bullying, sexual abuse and the sheer amount of time 
children spend engaged in sedentary activities are all examples of this perceived 
threat (Goerzig and Livingstone, 2012, Livingstone and Bulger, 2013, Porter et al., 
2015, Smith, 2013, Strasburger et al., 2012, Tarapdar and Kellett, 2013). Other 
researchers bemoan children’s loss of creativity, face-to-face contact and 
environmental literacy (Gill, 2007, Louv, 2005, Malone, 2007). The ways risk is 
portrayed in such studies is the starting point for Curti and Aitken’s paper (this 
collection). They argue that a more productive way to think about child-media 
relations takes the ‘power’ landscapes in which digital technologies operate into 
account and places these contexts within wider debates on ‘child-adult 
being/becoming’.  
 
Yet technologies can also enrich children’s lives by overcoming physical, socio-
economic or cultural barriers. For instance, Freier and Kahn’s (2009) collection of 
papers addressed how technological environments can be designed to foster rather 
than harm children’s development. More recently, writers have shown that children 
can maintain relationships with friends and family members located in different cities 
or overseas (Longhurst, 2013, Sime and Fox, 2014), explore virtual landscapes with 
children from different backgrounds around the world (Ash and Gallacher, 2011, 
Dezuanni et al., 2015, Marsh, 2010), or positively change learning and 
communication experiences for children with disabilities or absent and present 
caregivers (Ganong et al., 2012, Holloway and Valentine, 2003, Kagohara et al., 
2013). Freeman and colleagues in their paper (this collection) draw on notions of 
digital literacy to gain insights into children’s use of nature in their neighbourhood via 
a child-operated Geographical Information System (GIS).  
 
On a broader level, endeavours such as that sketched by Freeman et al. raise 
questions related to a critical engagement with ideas of ‘digital citizenship’ and 
inequalities in access to digital technologies (Collin, 2015, de Almeida et al., 2012, 
Gibbons, 2015, Hanewald and Ng, 2010). Further, issues of digital literacy have also 
been oriented towards children’s cultural connections and the meaning-making 
mediated by these new technologies and associated products (Buckingham, 2011, 
Edwards, 2014, Ruckenstein, 2010). In this regard, Plowman’s paper in our 
collection speaks to the need to engage with ‘context’, arguing for the need to place 
children’s practices within a holistic and multi-scalar frame. Children develop and 
negotiate nuanced on- and off- line identities and navigate or resist social structures 
and expectations, notably through social media sites. The global reach of these 
technologies has increased children’s visibility, bringing to the fore new encounters 
and the need to cope not only with complex social nuances but also privacy 
breaches. It has fostered increasing awareness of the complexities of on- and off-line 
spaces and their relationships as young people go about their everyday lives in 
different socio-spatial contexts (Black et al., 2015, Livingstone, 2008, Young, 2013). 
In Prout’s words, these technologies “make the local worlds of childhood more visible 
to each other” (Prout, 2005: 34).  
 
For a critical theorisation of the impact on, and children’s and young people’s 
engagement with, diverse digital childhoods, researchers have turned to and 
expanded existing concepts, in order to speak to the new challenges. For example, 
Lasén (2010) drew on Lefebvre’s ‘Rhythmanalysis’ (2004) to showcase how 
companion devices such as smart phones alter the urban experience and mediate 
playful practices in public places in new ways. Using the example of ‘flash mobs’ she 
drew out how the public sphere is mediated by a rhythmic crowd which is the result 
of negotiations and sometimes clashes between commercial conditions (e.g. social 
media), institutional regulations (who and under what conditions public places can be 
used) and young people’s aspirations, habits and moods. Nansen and colleagues 
(fortcoming) draw on Gibson’s (1979) affordance theory to discuss how mobile 
phones can mediate primary school children’s independent mobility in urban 
environments. They argue that when mobile phones are viewed as travel 
companions their function is expanded beyond a parental electronic ‘leash’; rather, 
they become a companion in the literal sense, not only by affording entertainment, 
but also by serving as a mediator for children’s agency. Mobile phones can enable 
reaction to, and negotiation with, emerging and spontaneous opportunities for 
mobility (e.g. meeting a friend, exploring an area) spontaneously throughout the day 
and, in turn, embedded functions of smart phones such as cameras, pressure 
sensors, and GPS can record these encounters in various ways, including visually, 
locationally, and temporally. 
 
The physical spaces in which children’s activities take place, and how their off/online 
connections contribute to children’s sense of place in a digitalised world, however, 
remains under-explored. This gap is taken up by Danby and colleagues (this 
selection) in their exploration of pre-schoolers’ sense of place via GoogleEarth. 
Similarly, Rooney (2015) uses the example of the virtual gaze to highlight the 
emotional complexities of the emerging physical/virtual landscape nexus in a digital 
world. Expanding on Ahmend’s (2004) and Probyn’s (2005) theorisation of the 
emotion ‘shame’, she argues that the effects of shame in the virtual gaze are 
exacerbated because the traditional boundaries of scale, space and time in 
children’s experiences are blurred when daily activities are increasingly undertaken 
under the multiple virtual gazes of unknown actors and in a context where 
information circulates long after its production. Although Rooney (2015) discusses 
physical and virtual landscapes, nuanced geographical understandings often receive 
little attention. More generally, place and space play a largely implicit role in the 
majority of discussions on children and young people’s digital worlds (Bond, 2014, 
Buckingham, 2000, Loveless and Williamson, 2013, Miller and Sinanan, 2014), 
warranting a more critical engagement with ‘space and place’ across disciplines and 
age-groups as reflected in the papers in this collection. 
 
Using digital technologies in research with children and young people 
Some researchers have begun to use new technologies to yield insights into children 
as socio-spatial beings. To make sense of, and gain better understandings of, 
children’s everyday life, studies have followed children with a GPS tracker (Alarasi et 
al., in press, Ergler, 2011, Loebach and Gilliland, 2010, Walker et al., 2009), videoed 
and photographed children’s routes to school (Kullman, 2012, Pooley et al., 2010) or 
engaged in participatory videoing or Soft(qualitative) GIS for representing young 
people’s life in a neighbourhood (Blazek and Hraňová, 2012, Kytta, in press), and 
used Facebook and Twitter as discussion forums and phones to respond to surveys 
or interventions (Korson, 2014, Lim et al., 2008, Luh Sin, 2015). Opportunities to 
make use of quickly-changing technologies in research projects, as well as for 
researching children’s technological practices, are diverse and necessarily implicit in 
studies of, for example, routes to school. However, the roles place and space play in 
these studies is arguably too readily reduced to simple spatial coordinates. This is 
despite Adams’ (1997) early observation that place metaphors play an important role 
in the digital world (e.g. ‘chat rooms’) and are a way to “make sense of the 
immateriality of the virtual” (Paiva, 2014). Mixed methodologies signal a way forward. 
At first glance, work by Oliver et al. (2014) that used GIS and global positioning 
system (GPS) trackers to gain insights into children’s behaviour might appear to 
constitute reductive spatial analysis. In their discussion of ‘what constitutes a trip’, 
children’s activities are reduced to destinations and routes. Yet this approach was 
complemented in the same study with go-along interviews, a more appropriate 
methodology for accessing children’s understandings of place. 
 
We contend, therefore, that aspirations towards knowing children’s experiences 
more thoroughly need to be tempered by recognition of the relative youthfulness of 
the methods available, and the infancy of our understanding of how to use the data 
they generate in ways that are both robust and can deliver meaningful new 
knowledge (for which see also the paper by Freeman et al., this collection). In other 
words, we need to bear in mind both the limits of current methods and the depth of 
the challenge we face in developing more searching analytical approaches for 
understanding children’s sense of place in a digitalised world (see also Danby et al. 
and Plowman this collection).  
 
There is a need to recognise the ways that “virtual spaces have become, culturally, 
actual spaces” and that, as such, they have also become part of everyday life 
spaces (Paiva, 2014, 2). To this extent, then, the challenge is not only to find ways 
for new technologies to better represent children’s worlds, but also ways in which we 
can better understand virtual spaces and technologies as children’s worlds in and of 
themselves. Plowman’s article, for example, is a quest to move beyond traditional 
understandings of ‘context’ in order to think more fluidly about relationships between 
the place in which activities occur and how we articulate and theorise both. Similarly, 
Curti and Aitken invite the reader to move beyond dichotomies and use technology 
(media) to renegotiate conventional understandings of childhood and adulthood by 
drawing on Deleuze to examine media both as practice and as structure. Danby and 
colleagues’ example of two boys negotiating their sense of place indicates how a 
virtual map and children’s real life experiences converge, thereby contributing to the 
discussion of how online worlds have become a ‘real’ space. In contrast, by drawing 
on a GIS in which children note their use of local nature spaces, Freeman and 
colleagues show how risk discourses in relation to technology can be rewritten and 
alternative realities portrayed to policy makers and planners.  
 
However, with the new technological opportunities available to researchers and 
children, is there a danger that space, once again, becomes a container, rather than 
a meaningful place in which activities occur? There is a risk that researchers will be 
enticed by the allure of new modes of data collection in the absence of robust 
approaches to data analysis. By way of example, although developments related to 
qualitative or ‘soft’ GIS (Cope and Elwood, 2009) allow children and young people to 
voice their experiences in and of place, data that are disengaged from a larger 
context are prone to reducing experiences to simple, value-laden descriptions 
(Alarasi et al., in press, Wridt, 2010). Such potential over-simplification speaks to the 
challenge of ensuring a robust match between methodology and research question. 
On a broader scale, a critical engagement with digital technologies will require 
interdisciplinary skills – in data collection, analysis and interpretation - to be 
progressed with care (Conradson, 2011, McEwan and Goodman, 2010, Smith, 2000). 
It will be necessary to  forge understandings between those with technical expertise 
and those with the nuanced theoretical interests we signal here (and which are 
further exemplified by our selection of papers).  
 
The challenge will be to develop analytical approaches that can sensibly utilise a 
pragmatic selection of the well-nigh limitless data that digital technologies can 
generate, and find ways to integrate and advance the essential triad of robust 
research: theory, methodology, analytic approaches. We seek, through this 
commentary and selection of papers, to initiate a broader conversation on the links 
between children’s geographies research, digital technologies and digital childhoods.  
 
Holloway’s (2014) commentary ‘Changing Children’s Geographies’ on the state of 
the discipline has been an inspiration in the development of the set of papers which 
follow.  It not only prompts us to propose the addition of digital technologies to 
debates on future challenges of the discipline, but also to reinforce her call to jettison 
“our existing modes of analysis” (Holloway, 2014:388) and engage more explicitly in 
discussions about “what we might want to keep, combine or use to refine” children’s 
everyday life. In a digitalised world this involves drawing on a combination of the 
theoretical and empirical stances on digitalised practices and methodologies.  
 
Children’s digital lifeworlds will still need to be placed in their wider socio-spatial 
contexts and experiences. Children will continue to shape and be shaped by the 
lives of their family members, peers, political and economic institutions, no matter 
how much of this is embedded within a digitalised environment. We need to 
reengage with what it means for children’s rights to participate in society and weigh 
up children’s competency as meaning makers alongside concerns for their protection 
under increasing on and offline surveillance. The limits of age, risks, competencies 
and opportunities need to be rethought in this rapidly transforming and digitalising 
world. We follow Holloway in suggesting a move ‘beyond the all-knowing child’ 
towards incorporating a multi-layered analysis and associated re-engagement with 
children as “agents and socio-structural category” (Holloway, 2014:386). However, 
we suggest an approach that more explicitly takes into account and transects scales, 
space and time. Theoretically, this might mean a revival and expansion of theoretical 
discussions of structure-and-agency (e.g. drawing on Giddens and Bourdieu) and 
adapting them to digital children’s geographies. Alternatively, it could involve 
redrawing our contemporary understanding of children as digital ‘beings and 
becomings’ by building on recent engagements with the writings of Heidegger, 
Deleuze, Lyotard, Stiegler or Honneth (e.g. Aitken, 2014, Avriel-Avni et al., 2010, 
Curti and Moreno, 2010, Duhn, 2014, Mitchell and Elwood, 2013, Noble, 2009, Pyyry, 
2015, Thomas, 2012). This would enable an extension of ongoing discussions 
around what digital technology means for children’s geographies. We might also ask 
what such a re-working means in different geographical locations and knowledge 
production contexts or for children’s participatory rights and protection.  
 
In our selection of papers, Plowman highlights how the entanglement of digital 
devices and everyday life blurs the boundaries of the previously so neatly definable 
research setting of the home. Curti and Aitken challenge us to engage with how our 
understanding of technology influences our intellectual engagement with the 
globalisation of media as threat or opportunity. Freeman and colleagues come to the 
conclusion that their research approach paved the way for more child-led digitalised 
mapping methods as a different way to co-produce knowledge and implicitly address 
children’s rights to participate in digitalised research. Danby, by  contrast, reveals 
how young children discover and make connections when they are invited to explore 
the virtual in a self-directed manner. 
 
While it is tempting to see the digital revolution of the last two decades as heralding 
a potentially paradigmatic shift in our thinking (Kuhn, 1977), change in research 
methods and theoretical understanding is likely to be incremental rather than 
revolutionary. Disruptions in thinking are likely to inspire new (inter and 
trans)disciplinary pathways when we ask ourselves in what ways our disciplinary 
foundations and epistemological stances help or hinder fruitful discussions.  
Children’s geographers are well placed to ask critical questions about children’s 
digitalised landscapes and childhoods, but we may need to push our own affinities 
and anxieties about digital childhoods out of the way in order to ask critical questions. 
For example, how do children and young people’s (or our own) sense of place as 
researchers (Cresswell, 2004) shape, question or disrupt discussions about digital 
childhoods and how do we document children’s everyday life in this arena? It might 
sound mundane, but researchers have variable competencies in the technologies 
and digital worlds which many children are completely at ease with. The co-
production of knowledge with a generation at ease with digital technologies opens 
new opportunities, but also raises a number of moral and ethical issues.  
 
Rethinking the ethics of research for a digital age 
Children’s geographers have traditionally been at the forefront in problematising 
institutional ethical procedures and engaging in critical ethical research practices 
beyond institutional requirements (Porter et al., 2012, Skelton, 2008). Researchers 
have frequently pointed out the rights of children to participate in research, children’s 
competence as meaning makers and the need for ethical frameworks that address 
the complexities of research with children and young people as well as the 
importance of ethical relationships in knowledge production (Alderson and Morrow, 
2011, Gallacher and Gallagher, 2008, Horton, 2008, Morrow and Richards, 1996, 
Skelton, 2008). But it seems that the emergence of digital technologies has redrawn 
these contours of procedures and practices almost unnoticed given the relative 
silence of children’s geographers on ethical issues in research on and with children’s 
digital lives.  
Digital technologies have begun to blur the lines between on/offline spaces and 
research environments, between public and private spaces as well as calling into 
question power issues and participation. New and complex vulnerabilities for 
participants are emerging in research environments with digital technologies and 
lives and we contend that the commonly postulated reflective research practice 
(Christensen, 2000, Rose, 1997, van Blerk and Kesby, 2013) therefore becomes 
even more important in the digital age, which we outline by touching briefly on a few 
interconnected issues. 
The traditional overemphasis on the data collection process neglects potential ethical 
issues in other parts of the research cycle when digital technologies are employed. 
While some concerns such as the ethical imperative of informed consent will 
continue to be important, some taken for granted assumptions such as the protection 
of participants’ privacy need to be rethought. Conventional ethical concerns around 
observation (Kearns, 2010) become, for example, more complex in digital settings. It 
is neither technically possible to anonymise participants’ stories if these include 
georeferenced data such as social media activities on mobile devices or digital 
images nor can we guarantee lifelong confidentiality in online depositories (see also 
Freeman et al. in this issue). We should therefore more actively engage in debates 
about what confidentiality, privacy and anonymity mean in digitalised research 
environments for children’s geographers and child participants.  
Previously-accepted procedures to guarantee confidentiality and anonymity become 
increasingly permeable through digitalised technologies. Information from online 
blogs or diaries, which might have been published only for close friends and family 
members, seem readily available for analysis (Ardoin et al., 2015, Snee, 2014). Even 
when researchers ask for permission to use this publicly available information for 
research purposes, how can participants’ confidentiality be upheld when quotes can 
be copied into search engines to trace the original authors? To circumvent these 
issues, researchers can establish closed chat rooms, password-protected online 
diaries or open closed groups in social networks (Downing, 2013, Talbot, 2013). But 
what happens when participants’ privacy is breached through technical errors? How 
can we guarantee the confidentiality of our participants when their identity is saved 
online? How can we deal with the emotional stress for participants and the 
researchers caused by such breaches of trust in the research relationship?  
Also, how do we negotiate between child-participants’ preferences for their names or 
faces included in the dissemination of findings and the demands of ethics 
committees for the masking of identity? There is a temporal dimension to such a 
dilemma for we are now in a context in which information circulates long after its 
production. Disclosures and exposure that children (and their parents) may hanker 
after proudly as ten year olds may be scorned a few years later. A key challenge 
(both ethically and practically) is that the digital trace continues irrespective of a 
change of mind.  
Further, we need to engage with issues about ‘what is considered as data’ and who 
‘owns’ data. Digital technologies permit dissemination of research findings in new 
ways and allow the storing of raw and analysed data online with yet unknown 
consequences. Further, funding agencies are beginning to demand that such data is 
made publicly available (Arzberger et al., 2004 , Miller et al., 2012). Practice and 
principles lag behind processes in addressing issues of data ownership and moral or 
ethical engagement with existing data and the question of whether the data are 
stored via ‘open-access’ or accessed (il)legitimately in online depositories. Mining 
data from depositories, for example, allows researchers to analyse topics far beyond 
participants’ original consent to  involvement in a particular research project. 
Individual answers to defined questions turn into raw material available for unrelated 
analyses and purposes. For example, a study on children’s independent play 
practices could be hijacked to draw conclusions about parental time investment in 
their offspring. Moreover, on the other side of the coin, stories without traceable 
origin floating in an online depository can be turned into copyright protected content 
such as storylines for children-oriented books, movies, advertisements or apps. It 
remains a moot question whether, once data are rendered open-access and 
purportedly depersonalised, participants lose the ownership of their own stories.  
 Moral and ethical issues now arising around digitalised practices have to be seen in 
their wider socio-spatial, economic and political contexts and associated processes. 
However, it is surely an obligation to grapple with them as we researchers take part 
in creating, shaping and resisting these realities. With these critical perspectives and 
potential directions in mind, we now consider the set of substantive papers that 
follow.  
 
The papers in the special section: digitalised practices and methodologies 
The papers which follow had their thematic beginnings in presentations at the 5th 
International Conference "Researching children's everyday lives: socio-cultural 
contexts”, held at the Centre of Children and Youth Studies in Sheffield in July 2014. 
As conversations continued, other papers and ideas were added into the mix. The 
four papers deal with life stages of children and young people ranging from toddlers, 
to pre-schoolers, primary school children and teenagers. While some aspects of 
digitalised childhoods are particular to an age, socio-economic group or cultural 
context, reading the papers side by side indicates the value of engaging in 
discussion not only beyond a particular life stage, but also across disciplinary and 
geographical contexts. The geographies inscribed in the papers reflect contributors’ 
disciplinary homes (Geography, Education, Planning) and locations (Scotland, the 
US, Australia, New Zealand). The papers focus on how technologies have 
permeated children’s everyday livees in different places; how this temporal change 
can be captured through different methods and theoretical lenses; and how 
technologies permeate disciplinary research practices and theoretical discussions. In 
doing so, the papers focus on, but are not limited to, extending the following 
discussions: 
 Children’s place and meaning making through, with and against technologies 
 Children’s capabilities and (changing) everyday engagement with 
technologies; their often fluid movement between virtual and real worlds 
 The rethinking of causal models that continue to dominate popular accounts 
of "media power" 
 Critical reflections on the use of technologies in research projects and the 
need for flexible and adaptive methodologies and multi-scalar and 
multidimensional frameworks 
 Theoretical lenses available for thinking about children’s everyday 
beings/becomings, technologies and context 
The first two papers (Danby et al. and Freeman et al.) both offer closely-observed 
analyses of children’s capabilities. They show interaction with maps as social 
processes, whether presented as linking to place (Danby et al.) or space (Freeman 
et al.). Danby’s analysis of fine-grained transcripts focuses on two young pre-school 
children’s interaction with Google Earth and their negotiations of a sense of place. 
Young children’s capabilities, in terms of understanding complex concepts and what 
happens around them in their everyday life, have been particularly underestimated in 
the past. Danby and colleagues highlight pre-schoolers’ abilities to engage with an 
online program and their abilities to link their everyday encounters of places to virtual 
representations. The teacher has only minimal presence and does not interfere in 
the pre-schoolers’ ‘desire to know’ encouraging opportunities to discover new, self-
directed, understandings. This is in contrast to the vantage point offered by Freeman 
and colleagues. Their adult-directed study questions children’s loss of nature 
experience, utilising a GIS computer-mapping interface for children to represent their 
knowledge of and encounters with natural environments in their neighbourhood. 
Primary school aged children showcased their micro-scale knowledge of local 
spaces in the online aerial photographs that were presented, even when technical 
difficulties appeared. Despite the fact that both papers offer new insights into 
children’s place and space experiences, they are still based on adult observations of 
child interactions with digital technologies. This point is salutary and reveals the 
youthful state of this type of children’s geography in that we have yet to find ways to 
fully bring children’s voices into research. For now, the involvement of known adults 
is arguably a pragmatic compromise. 
The third and fourth papers (Plowman; Curti & Aitken) are both reflective and 
theoretically engaged think pieces. While Plowman’s discussion bridges theoretical 
and methodological compositions on digitalised childhoods, Curti and Aitken focus 
on the impact of technologies on the body. Place and space are the mediating 
factors in Plowman’s discussion on building new ways of thinking about the context 
in which children engage with technology – the Internet of Things – in the home for 
play and learning. Her main contribution is to encourage researchers to consider the 
multiscalar and multidimensional notions of ‘context’ when unpacking children’s 
digitalised worlds. She emphasises that such an endeavour also requires us to 
simultaneously think about and rearrange existing methodologies to suit the context. 
In doing so, Plowman also highlights the difficulties of distinguishing relevant 
information from noise in ethnographic research as new ‘contexts’ emerge in the 
analysis. This observation connects with Danby and colleagues’ reflection on their 
ethnomethodological approach to recognizing children’s competencies in 
manipulating their socio-spatial and digitalised worlds.    
Curti and Aitken encourage even wider reflection on the responsibilities arising from 
an increasingly and rapidly transforming digitalising world. By asking what bodies are, 
and what they do and become under new technologies, they situate children and 
young people within a media-child-adult assemblage that opens up trajectories for 
rethinking children and their relations to media. In doing so, they examine the notion 
of children and media as ‘networks-at-play’ with wider consequences, drawing 
attention to the shadows of corporate power as they fall on young lives and the far-
reaching impacts on the shaping of digital engagements across the globe.  
 
These four papers showcase the diverse range of methods that can be employed for 
documenting children’s everyday digitalised life ranging from ethnographic (Danby et 
al.) to quantitative approaches (Freeman et al.). Diversity in the theoretical lenses 
used to make sense of children’s everyday technological practices is also 
represented, with papers drawing on socio-cultural/eco-cultural (Plowman, Danby et 
al.) and non-representational approaches (Curti & Aitken), as well as ‘alter 
childhoods’ (Freeman). The primary focus is methodology in Freeman et al. but 
theoretical in the others (Plowman, Curti & Aitken, Danby et al.). However they all 
discuss ways in which technologies mediate children’s experience in place and 
space and the ways we can study and theorise how technologies have changed, 
mediated and effected children’s spatiality.  
 
  
Acknowledgements 
We would like to thank Claas Damken, Bronwyn Wood and Peter Kraftl for helpful 
comments on an earlier draft of this commentary. We also like to thank all the 
reviewers for their thoughtful comments on the papers.  
  
References 
 
ADAMS, P. C. 1997. Cyberspace and virtual places. Geographical Review, 87, 155-
171. 
AHMED, S. 2004. The cultural politics of emotion, New York, Routledge. 
AITKEN, S. C. 2014. The Ethnopoetics of Space and Transformation: Young 
People’s Engagement, Activism and Aesthetics, Aldershot:, Ashgate. 
ALARASI, H., MARTINEZ, J. & AMER, S. in press. Children's perception of their city 
centre: a qualitative GIS methodological investigation in a Dutch city. 
Children's Geographies. 
ALDERSON, P. & MORROW, V. 2011. The Ethics of Research with Children and 
Young People: A Practical Handbook, London, SAGE. 
ARDOIN, N. M., DIGIANO, M., O'CONNOR, K. & HOLTHUIS, N. 2015. Using online 
narratives to explore participant experiences in a residential environmental 
education program. Children's Geographies, 1-19. 
ARZBERGER, P., SCHROEDER, P., BEAULIEU, A., BOWKER, G., CASEY, K., 
LAAKSONEN, L., MOORMAN, D., UHLIR, P. & WOUTERS, P. 2004 
Promoting access to public research data for scientific, economic, and social 
development. Data Science Journal, 3. 
ASH, J. & GALLACHER, L. A. 2011. Cultural Geography and Videogames. 
Geography Compass, 5, 351-368. 
AVRIEL-AVNI, N., SPEKTOR-LEVY, O., ZION, M. & LEVI, N. R. 2010. Children's 
sense of place in desert towns: a phenomenographic enquiry. International 
Research in Geographical and Environmental Education, 19, 241-259. 
BARNETT, L. M., BANGAY, S., MCKENZIE, S. & RIDGERS, N. D. 2013. Active 
Gaming as a Mechanism to Promote Physical Activity and Fundamental 
Movement Skill in Children. Frontiers in Public Health, 1, 74. 
BIESTA, G. 2016. The beautiful risk of education, Milton, Routledge. 
BLACK, J., CASTRO, J. C. & LIN, C.-C. 2015. Youth Practices in Digital Arts and 
New Media: Learning in Formal and Informal Settings, New York, Palgrave 
Macmillan. 
BLAZEK, M. & HRAŇOVÁ, P. 2012. Emerging relationships and diverse motivations 
and benefits in participatory video with young people. Children's Geographies, 
10, 151-168. 
BOND, E. 2014. Childhood, mobile technologies and everyday experiences: 
changing technologies = changing childhoods?, Hampshire, Palgrave 
Macmillan. 
BUCKINGHAM, D. 2000. After the death of childhood: Growing up in the age of 
electronic media, Cambridge, Polity Press. 
BUCKINGHAM, D. 2011. The material child: growing up in consumer culture, 
Cambridge, Polity. 
CHRISTENSEN, P. H. (ed.) 2000. Research with Children: Perspectives and 
Practices, London: Routledge Falmer. 
COLLIN, P. 2015. Young Citizens and Political Participation in a Digital Society: 
Addressing the Democratic Disconnect, Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan. 
CONRADSON, D. 2011. Care and Caring. In: DEL CASINO JR, V. J., THOMAS, M. 
E., CLOKE, P. & PANELLI, R. (eds.) A Companion to Social Geography. 
Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. 
COPE, M. & ELWOOD, S. 2009. Qualitative GIS: a mixed methods approach, 
Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage. 
CÔTÉ, J. E. 2014. Youth Studies: Fundamental issues and debates, Hampshire, 
Palgrave Macmillan. 
CRESSWELL, T. 2004. Place: a short introduction, Malden, MA, Blackwell. 
CURTI, G. H. & MORENO, C. M. 2010. Institutional borders, revolutionary 
imaginings and the becoming-adult of the child. Children's Geographies, 8, 
413-427. 
DE ALMEIDA, A. N., ALVES, N. D. A., DELICADO, A. & CARVALHO, T. 2012. 
Children and digital diversity: From ‘unguided rookies’ to ‘self-reliant 
cybernauts’. Childhood, 19, 219-234. 
DEZUANNI, M., O’MARA, J. & BEAVIS, C. 2015. ‘Redstone is like electricity’: 
Children’s performative representations in and around Minecraft. E-Learning 
and Digital Media. 
DOWNING, G. 2013. Virtual youth: non-heterosexual young people's use of the 
internet to negotiate their identities and socio-sexual relations. Children's 
Geographies, 11, 44-58. 
DUHN, I. 2014. Making agency matter: rethinking infant and toddler agency in 
educational discourse. Discourse: Studies in the cultural politics of education, 
1-12. 
EDWARDS, S. 2014. Towards contemporary play: Sociocultural theory and the 
digital-consumerist context. Journal of Early Childhood Research, 12, 219-
233. 
ERGLER, C. R. 2011. Beyond passive participation: children as collaborators in 
understanding neighbourhood experience Graduate Journal of Asia-Pacific 
Studies, 7, 78-98. 
FREIER, N. G. & KAHN, P. H., JR. 2009. The Fast-Paced Change of Children's 
Technological Environments. Children, Youth and Environments, 19, 1-11. 
GALLACHER, L.-A. & GALLAGHER, M. 2008. Methodological Immaturity in 
Childhood Research?: Thinking through `participatory methods'. Childhood, 
15, 499-516. 
GANONG, L. H., COLEMAN, M., FIESTMAN, R., JAMISON, T. & MARKHAM, M. S. 
2012. Communication technology and postdivorce coparenting. Family 
Relations: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Applied Family Studies, 61, 397-409. 
GIBBONS, A. 2015. Debating Digital Childhoods: Questions concerning 
technologies, economies and determinisms. Open Review of Educational 
Research, 2, 118-127. 
GIBSON, J. J. 1979. The ecological approach to visual perception, Boston, 
Houghton Mifflin. 
GILL, T. 2007. No fear: growing up in a risk averse society, London, Calouste 
Gulbenkian Foundation. 
GOERZIG, A. & LIVINGSTONE, S. 2012. Adolescents multiple risk behaviours on 
the Internet across 25 European countries. Neuropsychiatrie de l'Enfance et 
de l'Adolescence, 60, S148. 
HANEWALD, R. & NG, W. 2010. The digital revolution in education: Digital 
citizenship and multi-literacy of mobile technology. In: NG, W. (ed.) Mobile 
Technologies and Handheld Devices for Ubiquitous Learning: Research and 
Pedagogy. Hershey: IGI Global. 
HOLLOWAY, S. L. 2014. Changing children's geographies. Children's Geographies, 
12, 377-392. 
HOLLOWAY, S. L. & VALENTINE, G. 2003. Cyberkids: children in the information 
age, London, Routledge. 
HORTON, J. 2008. A 'sense of failure'? Everydayness and research ethics. 
Children's Geographies, 6, 49-61. 
KAGOHARA, D. M., VAN DER MEER, L., RAMDOSS, S., O’REILLY, M. F., 
LANCIONI, G. E., DAVIS, T. N., RISPOLI, M., LANG, R., MARSCHIK, P. B., 
SUTHERLAND, D., GREEN, V. A. & SIGAFOOS, J. 2013. Using iPods® and 
iPads® in teaching programs for individuals with developmental disabilities: A 
systematic review. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 34, 147-156. 
KEARNS, R. A. 2010. Seeing with Clarity: Undertaking Observational Research. In: 
HAY, I. (ed.) Qualitative research methods in human geography. 3rd ed. 
South Melbourne, Vic. New York: Oxford University Press. 
KORSON, C. 2014. Political Agency and Citizen Journalism: Twitter as a Tool of 
Evaluation. The Professional Geographer, 1-10. 
KUHN, T. S. 1977. The essential tension: selected studies in scientific tradition and 
change, Chicago, University of Chicago Press. 
KULLMAN, K. 2012. Experiments with moving children and digital cameras. 
Children's Geographies, 10, 1-16. 
KYTTA, M. in press. SoftGIS methods in planning evaluation. In: HULL, A. (ed.) 
Evaluation for participatory and sustainable planning. London: Routledge. 
LANDHUIS, C. E., PERRY, D. K. & HANCOX, R. J. 2012. Association between 
childhood and adolescent television viewing and unemployment in adulthood. 
Preventive Medicine, 54, 168-173. 
LIM, M. S. C., HOCKING, J. S., HELLARD, M. E. & AITKEN, C. K. 2008. SMS STI: a 
review of the uses of mobile phone text messaging in sexual health. 
International Journal of STD & AIDS, 19, 287-290. 
LIVINGSTONE, S. 2008. Taking risky opportunities in youthful content creation: 
teenagers' use of social networking sites for intimacy, privacy and self-
expression. New Media and Society, 10, 393-411. 
LIVINGSTONE, S. & BULGER, M. 2013. A global agenda for children’s rights in the 
digital age. Recommendations for developing UNICEF’s Research Strategy. 
London: The London School of Economics and Political Science/ UNICEF 
Office of Research - Innocenti. 
LOEBACH, J. & GILLILAND, J. 2010. Child-led tours to uncover children's 
perceptions and use of neighbourhood environments. Children, Youth and 
Environments, 20, 52-90. 
LONGHURST, R. 2013. Using Skype to mother: bodies, emotions, visuality, and 
screens. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 31, 664-679. 
LOUV, R. 2005. Last Child in the Woods: Saving Our Children from Nature-deficit 
Disorder, Chapel Hill, Algonquin Books. 
LOVELESS, A. & WILLIAMSON, B. 2013. Learning identities in a digital age: 
Rethinking creativity, education and technology, London, Routledge. 
LUH SIN, H. 2015. “You're Not Doing Work, You're on Facebook!”: Ethics of 
Encountering the Field Through Social Media. The Professional Geographer, 
67, 676-685. 
MALONE, K. 2007. The bubble-wrap generation: children growing up in walled 
gardens. Environmental Education Research, 13, 513 - 527. 
MARSH, J. 2010. Young children's play in online virtual worlds. Journal of Early 
Childhood Research, 8, 23-39. 
MCEWAN, C. & GOODMAN, M. K. 2010. Place Geography and the Ethics of Care: 
Introductory Remarks on the Geographies of Ethics, Responsibility and Care. 
Ethics, Place & Environment, 13, 103-112. 
MILLER, D. & SINANAN, J. 2014. Webcam, Cambridge, Polity Press. 
MILLER, T., MAUTHNER, M. & BIRCH, M. 2012. Ethics in qualitative research, 
London, SAGE. 
MITCHELL, K. & ELWOOD, S. 2013. Intergenerational Mapping and the Cultural 
Politics of Memory. Space and Polity, 17, 33-52. 
MORROW, V. & RICHARDS, M. 1996. The ethics of social research with children: 
an overview. Children & Society, 10, 90-105. 
NANSEN, B., CARROLL, P., GIBBS, L., MACDOUGALL, C. & VETERE, F. 
fortcoming. Mobilising children: The role of mobile communications in child 
mobility. In: ERGLER, C., KEARNS, R. & WITTEN, K. (eds.) Urban children's 
health and wellbeing. Ashgate. 
NOBLE, G. 2009. ‘Countless acts of recognition’: young men, ethnicity and the 
messiness of identities in everyday life. Social & Cultural Geography, 10, 875-
891. 
OLIVER, M., MAVOA, S., BADLAND, H. M., CARROLL, P. A., ASIASIGA, L., 
TAVAE, N., KEARNS, R. A. & WITTEN, K. 2014. What constitutes a ‘trip’? 
Examining child journey attributes using GPS and self-report. Children's 
Geographies, 12, 249-256. 
PAIVA, D. 2014. Experiencing virtual places: insights on the geographies of sim 
racing. Journal of Cultural Geography, 1-24. 
POOLEY, C., WHYATT, D., WALKER, M., DAVIES, G., COULTON, P. & 
BAMFORD, W. 2010. Understanding the School Journey: Integrating Data on 
Travel and Environment. Environment and Planning A, 42, 948-965. 
PORTER, G., HAMPSHIRE, K., MILNER, J., MUNTHALI, A., ROBSON, E., DE 
LANNOY, A., BANGO, A., GUNGULUZA, N., MASHIRI, M., TANLE, A. & 
ABANE, A. 2015. Mobile Phones and Education in Sub-Saharan Africa: From 
Youth Practice to Public Policy. Journal of International Development, n/a-n/a. 
PORTER, G., TOWNSEND, J. & HAMPSHIRE, K. 2012. Editorial: Children and 
young people as producers of knowledge. Children's Geographies, 10, 131-
134. 
PROBYN, E. 2005. Blush: Faces of shame, Minneapolis, Regents of the University 
of Minnesota. 
PROUT, A. 2005. The future of childhood: towards the interdisciplinary study of 
children, London, Routledge Falmer. 
PYYRY, N. 2015. ‘Sensing with’ photography and ‘thinking with’ photographs in 
research into teenage girls' hanging out. Children's Geographies, 13, 149-
163. 
ROONEY, T. 2015. Shame and the virtual gaze: Supporting children's encounters in 
online worlds. Emotion, Space and Society, 16, 21-27. 
ROSE, G. 1997. Situating knowledges: positionality, reflexivities and other tactics. 
Progress in Human Geography, 21, 305-320. 
RUCKENSTEIN, M. 2010. Toying with the world: Children, virtual pets and the value 
of mobility. Childhood, 17, 500-513. 
SELWYN, N. 2011. Education and technology, London, Continuum. 
SIME, D. & FOX, R. 2014. Home abroad: Eastern European children’s family and 
peer relationships after migration. Childhood. 
SKELTON, T. 2008. Research with children and young people: exploring the 
tensions between ethics, competence and participation Childrens 
Geographies, 6, 21-36. 
SMITH, D. M. 2000. Moral geographies: ethics in a world of difference, Edinburgh, 
Edinburgh University Press. 
SMITH, K. 2013. Chapter 6 - Playing for Health. In: SMITH, K. (ed.) Digital Outcasts. 
Boston: Morgan Kaufmann. 
SNEE, H. 2014. Cosmopolitan Journey? Difference, Distinction and Identity Work in 
Gap Year Travel. Farnham: Ashgate Publishing Ltd. 
STRASBURGER, V. C., JORDAN, A. B. & DONNERSTEIN, E. 2012. Children, 
Adolescents, and the Media:: Health Effects. Pediatric Clinics of North 
America, 59, 533-587. 
TALBOT, D. 2013. Early parenting and the urban experience: risk, community, play 
and embodiment in an East London neighbourhood. Children's Geographies, 
11, 230-242. 
TARAPDAR, S. & KELLETT, M. 2013. Cyberbullying: Insights and Age-Comparison 
Indicators from a Youth-Led Study in England. Child Indicators Research, 6, 
461-477. 
TATE, E. B., SPRUIJT-METZ, D., O’REILLY, G., JORDAN-MARSH, M., GOTSIS, 
M., PENTZ, M. A. & DUNTON, G. F. 2013. mHealth approaches to child 
obesity prevention: successes, unique challenges, and next directions. 
Translational Behavioral Medicine, 3, 406-415. 
THOMAS, N. 2012. Love, rights and solidarity: Studying children’s participation using 
Honneth’s theory of recognition. Childhood, 19, 453-466. 
VAN BLERK, L. & KESBY, M. (eds.) 2013. Doing Children's Geographies 
Methodological Issues in Research with Young People, Hoboken: Taylor and 
Francis. 
WALKER, M., WHYATT, D., POOLEY, C., DAVIES, G., COULTON, P. & 
BAMFORD, W. 2009. Talk, technologies and teenagers: understanding the 
school journey using a mixed-methods approach. Children's Geographies, 7, 
107-122. 
WRIDT, P. 2010. A qualitative GIS approach to mapping urban neighborhoods with 
children to promote physical activity and child-friendly community planning. 
Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, 37, 129-147. 
WYN, J. & CAHILL, H. (eds.) 2015. Handbook of children and youth studies, 
Singapore: Springer. 
YOUNG, K. 2013. Researching young people's online spaces. In: TE RIELE, K. & 
BROOKS, R. (eds.) Negotiating ethical challenges in youth research. 
Routledge. 
 
